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Tfee cofttortt tf tiift j&<*iiiiUa t&fl«age is tttoniey psrvfleged *ftd carttfdtttiM «tfOKtfiatiwfc ^tended <»% fb* i&* ws *tf*iw toriivSdwa or 
entity earned «bPY«, If tfo& reader of t&fc mc^ags is npt tin? intended recxpiem, or the sawployes Or agent rcspo^ibJc to dejfrcr st to tfte 
intended recipient yem arc hereby notified tf*ai nap d*s$emin*tiofl> dfetrtbTJtwjoi or copyfag oftfals conuTwnJc&uQO }$ strictfypwBiibited, Sf 
ypu bwti receivied dure camittUJOflcation jfot cri™> please immediately notfjEy us &y teJephwi£, and return the Oi%inal message to ra sit tfee 
atjovie address.™ Hie U.S. Postal S^rv^c- T*hAnk you. 
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THE GOLDSMITH LAW FIRM, LJL.G 

1900 L STREET, N.W, 

SUITE 614 

WASHINGTON, 0,C 20036 

TELs (202) 775-0040 

FAX: (202)773-0005 

http;/ / www.goldsnuihf umcoon 

By Facsimile 972-692-7145; 

Match 3, 2006 

Mifce Cote®, Esq* 
The Coles Firm, P.C 
3838 Oak Lawn Avenue 
Suite 1925 
Dallas, Texas 73219 

Re: Taylor & Boulos v. Ozrmi Hotels Inc., Civil Action No. l:05-cv-1175-HHK 

Dear Mike, 

in our conversation on February 28, 2006, you had iiiformsd/me th&t yott would 
fully answer Plaintiffs remaining discovery requests, not in dispute, by March 1. It is 
now March 3 and I have not xeceivedL any documents ox interrogatory responses. This 
includes your proffer as to what Information the witnesses listed on your Rule 26 
disclosures will testify. This inf ozonation is vital as we have agreed to schedule thesS 
depositions m approximately two weeks and it is only three weeks before the close of 
discovery, 

in addition, during the course of this htigaiion, it has ftecoxfle apparent that you 
have strategically withheld documents, This includes documents that should have been 
produced before the deposition of J^an Allen, but w«re not- At thfe time, based on the 
timing of you# third productionr which included documents extremely refevant to this 
case and would have been vital in Jean Allen's deposition, * am reserving the right to 
depose Jean Allen on these materials. If you or your cHent still possesses any documents 
subject to Plaintiff s discovery requests, you must bring these to Peter Austin's 
deposition on March 6, 2006, If documents relevant to this case and this witness are 
produced at a later date, I will request that the Court order 1 Defendant to pay my travel 
costs to return to Chicago in order that I may depose Mr. Austin on ftiese matHriafe. 

Finally, as to your claims of privilege, I want to note that it is yottf burden to 
prove that the assertion of privilege is proper. You have not met this burden. You have 
not shown me any case law supporting your claims or even provided a sufficient 
description of the documents at issue so as to give any indication as to why they would, 
in fact, be privileged. As to Bates Number 1613, we wfll argue that you have waived any 
privilege. However, serving as an example only, although the Anal paragraph of this 
document may contain the impressions of the lawyer and, thus, be privileged, factual 
observances/ such as those contained in five prior paragraphs are not privileged material. 
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Tha^ your claim that the entire document should be considered privileged and returned 
isuniowzded* I will return Bates Numbers 001629-001633. 

Yow remaining claims of work product and attorney client privilege as between 
non-lawyers investigating a routine BEOC cbarge ar*j Similarly without m&xit Jeaxi 
Allen testified that it was part of h£r job to investigate EEO claims. You cannot 
reasonably be asserting fltet AUetv or the otiher non-attoiavgy Omni employees at issue 
hece, anticipated every* complaint would result in litigation. See EEOC y, 
Cott^nwealthBdfe^^ 

1987 V& Dist Lexis 14052, (EU HI. 1987) ("Defetidsttt , & assumption tetany doctanent 
prepared by Ward or Komos sifter the EEDCfe notification of the charge is a document 
pzegtmd m &it^ip^iioxi of litigation is misplaced ")> Aa such? sadx dooam^nis obis* he 
■produced tamediately. In the event your rafcse, we wotdd need to contact Judge 
Kertnedy'schambers on Monday and schedule a teleconference to resolves this dispute 
as well ns any otfeets still remaining, As you stated $o rne, xf you force me to £fle a 
winning motion on these issuer I will seefc attorneys' fees. 

I am otst of &e office today at a conference until apj?zx?ximutely &15. I i^ill be in 
afterward arid wiBdieck amy message then if you wish to discuss any of these issues. 

Since^ly yot^j 
Kristen Walsh 




